This paper examines Johann Georg Hamann's influence on Ludwig Wittgenstein's late philosophy. Wittgenstein's letters, diaries and Drury's memoirs show that Wittgenstein discussed Hamann's authorship in the early 1930s and 1950s. Wittgenstein's diary notes and the Cambridge lectures show that Wittgenstein's discussion of Hamann's views in 1931 corresponds to adopting a view of harmony of language and reality that resembles Hamann's. Using Hamann's view of language as an intertwining of signs, objects and meanings in use as a point of comparison for reading Wittgenstein reveals an overlap in their philosophies. The harmony of language and reality takes place in communicative use, so non-communicative private languages and prelinguistic ideal forms of representation are not possible. Language is a free response to reality, and it involves belief-systems and trust.
Wittgenstein referred to Hamannian themes and to
2. Wittgenstein discussed and was inspired by the key Hamannian themes of divine language and an epistemology of faith.
Wittgenstein developed a view of harmony of language and reality resembling Hamann's in 1931. 3. Using Hamann's view of language as a point of comparison for interpreting Wittgenstein reveals an important systematic overlap in their views. Language consists of signs, practices of use and a meaning that is intertwined with the sign and the object through use. Use is communicative and concrete, so private psychological languages and pseudo-mathematical ideal languages are not possible. Language is a free response to reality, and it is based on trust.
The philosophical point of highlighting the overlaps between Hamann and Wittgenstein is to bring their common approaches into focus, in order to offer resources for new starting-points in systematic philosophy. There are several thematically overlapping discussions of connections between Hamann and Wittgenstein. I will first present the most important contributions to highlight the themes that arise from the discussions and the similarities and contrasts between the different contributions. I then use them as background material for my own discussion, which is probably closest to Helmut Hein's comparison (1983) . These discussions feature the themes of communicative action, religion, the critique of Enlightenment philosophy and the possibility of an influence of Hamann on Wittgenstein. Charles Taylor (1985) and Martin Kusch (2011) argue that both thinkers stand in an expressivist tradition. Taylor argues that language is expressive and communicative action, and language-use is primary to the functions of language and reason. Language forms human concerns, values and conceptual rules, and constitutes a public space for a language community. Kusch connects the communicative role of language with religion and theological grammar. He compares Wittgenstein's grammar quote (PI: §373) that a sign, its object and meaning are united. Wittgenstein develops the concept of language-games (PI: §23) to emphasize the intertwining of signs and objects, senses and reason in language-use.
The third theme that arises often in comparisons of Hamann and Wittgenstein is their critique of the Enlightenment. Jonathan Gray (2012) and Gwen Griffith- Dickson (1995: 311-318) argue that Wittgenstein and Hamann criticize the philosophical tendency to abstract words from ordinary language, to attempt to construct ideal languages and then identify the ideal concepts with reality itself, thus "taking words for concepts and concepts for things" (ZH 5: 264) . Hamann and Wittgenstein emphasize that language can be used as a key to solve philosophical problems by paying attention to ordinary language-use. Gray emphasizes Nietzsche-style genealogy and creative language-use, whereas Dickson argues that locating language in its lived relationships is a key to overcoming philosophical confusions. Hein argues that Hamann and Wittgenstein "have common opponents, common goals and use similar 'strategies '" (1983: 22) . They criticize the Enlightenment's conceptual gaps senses/reason, subject/object, mind/world, reason/feeling and theory/practice by developing a view of "sensuous reason" that is located in language. Both reject the existence of an ideal foundation outside the world. Knowledge is based on belief-systems and faith, which is trust in and recognition of present reality. Labron (2009) similarly argues that the concept of language-games overcomes the conceptual gaps and skeptical problems of modern philosophy.
These discussions point to the possibility of Hamann influencing Wittgenstein. Gray (2012) argues that Wittgenstein could have known Hamann through Fritz Mauthner (1849 -1923 Betz 2009: 8-17, 68-71; Dickson 1995: 25-27 Bayer (2002) argues that Hamann uses the Lutheran doctrine of sacraments as the model for the union of rational concepts and sensible objects in language. According to Luther, a sacrament is constituted by elements like bread and wine and the words of institution like "This is my body". The words of institution constitute a use for the physical elements in the context of God's covenant with man, which is not dependent on human response. Then Christ and God's grace are present in the physical elements, because the elements have a use in the communicative relationship of man and God. Luther puts this clearly: "The spirit consists in the use, not the object" (LW 37, 92) . A sacrament then consists of three parts:
1. Elements: a physical sign like bread and wine.
2. Institution: a rule for symbolic use that is based on Jesus' words like "This is my body".
3. Divine presence against the background of a relationship: God's grace is present due to the use of the signs in the relationship of God's covenants with man.
Luther's use theory of theological language is also directed against the Augustinian view of language. Bayer (1991: 36-39) argues that Luther reached his theological breakthrough when he realized that theological language consists fundamentally of speech acts and linguistic action (see Green 2014; Bayer 2002: 9-17 ; cf. RF), so reference is not foundational to it. Expressions like "I absolve you of your sins!" do not refer to a separate absolution, but they instead accomplish and communicate it. Theological language is therefore fundamentally communicative, and sign and its object go together in communicative use.
Hamann takes this picture and uses it straightforwardly to interpret language-use and divine presence in nature (Bayer 2002: 374-396) . I interpret Hamann by applying the sacramental metaphor to Wittgenstein's example (PI: §197). Language consists of wordsigns like "Let's play a game of chess!" and the institution of language-use, like the practices of playing chess. The word-signs are the elements of language. These elements are by themselves just sensuous and material sounds, ink-spots and dead non-words. They only become definite objects for the understanding through their institution of meaning in use. It is well known that this meaning and its determination consists of the combination of an a priori arbitrary but a posteriori necessary word-sign with the intuition of an object. The concept of an object is then given to, stamped upon and made concrete for the understanding through this repeated band mediated both by the word-sign and the intuition of the object. (N III: 288; cf. H: 216) The institutions of language-use then connect the words "Let's play a game of chess!" with intuitions of chess. Hamann takes basic intuitions to be practices like playing music and painting. He argues that Kantian forms of intuition like space and time are symbolic forms of sensuously mediated bodily practices: the oldest language was music, and the felt rhythm […] and breathing of the nose is the bodily archetypical picture for measuring time and its numerical relationships. (N III: 286; cf. H: 211) Basic intuitions are thus sensuous and bodily practices (Bayer 2002: 329-336) . The institution of practices of language-use in playing chess connects the words "Let's play a game of chess!" with basic intuitions of the game of chess like moving pieces, following the rules of chess and making plans. This institution gives the word-sign "let's play a game of chess!" a use through connecting it with playing chess and following its rules through the repeated band of regular use in practices. The meaning of the words "Let's play a game of chess!" is then mediated for the understanding through the use of word-signs in practical relationships. This is also Hamann's answer to the problem of the harmony of language and reality, or how rational and linguistic concepts can be used of real empirical objects. Since use connects the meaning of the words "Let's play a game of chess!" with the words themselves and the words with chess-pieces and practices of playing chess and following its rules, it connects the meaning of the words "Let's play a game of chess!" with their objects, like the rules of chess and chesspieces. The triadic relationship between signs, objects and meanings only takes place in relationships of action and communication, or forms of life: "The 'combination' and the 'band' of this triad is a living one only inside specific forms of language and life" (Bayer 2002: 387 ; cf. PI: § §197, 431-432). Hamann's metaphor of sacramental language thus interprets language in terms of elements, institutions and relationships:
1. Elements: word-signs and expressions like the sentence "Let's play a game of chess!" 2. Institution: regular use connecting the words "Let's play a game of chess!" with bodily practices like moving pieces, following rules, making plans and playing chess.
3. Objectivity of concepts against the background of forms of life: Concepts are delivered to the understanding and connected to objects through regular use in linguistic practices and forms of life.
Hamann, then, developed views that at least foreshadowed Wittgenstein's later work (Betz 2004: 291-292 Munz 2000: 132) . Nature is, then, involved in an exchange of words with God. The phrase "to creatures" means that human beings and Nature as a whole are responding to an Other, who is not reduced to nature and who is free to act. The phrase "through creatures" means that God enters the world in Jesus Christ, and His words are mediated by physical facts and entities. Divine language binds signs, meanings and objects together. Divine language consists of elements, institutions and divine ideas. The relationships of creation are the institutions of divine language, which determine the roles and the "use" of creatures in the drama of reality. Creatures are the elements of the speech, because they mediate creaturely relationships and God's speech (Bayer 2012: 72-78 3. Symbolizing divine ideas in a communicative relationship: the trees symbolize the divine idea of validating the saint, because the phenomena are used as a gesture in communication between the saint, the hearers and God.
Wittgenstein, Hamann and Rule-Following in 1929-31
The parallelism between Hamann's and Wittgenstein's views of language then raises the question: is it possible to show a direct influence? The question is difficult because of the nature of Hamann's influence and Wittgenstein's style of using his sources. Betz describes Hamann's influence as a black hole: it cannot be seen, but it pulls authors to its orbit (2009: 14-15). Wittgenstein famously describes his philosophical style as reproductive: he takes up themes 4 A miracle is, as it were, a gesture which God makes. As a man sits quietly & then makes an impressive gesture, God lets the world run on smoothly & then accompanies the words of a Saint by a symbolic occurrence, a gesture of nature. It would be an instance if, when a saint has spoken, the trees around him bowed, as if in reverence.-Now, do I believe that this happens? I don't. The only way for me to believe in a miracle in this sense would be to be impressed by an occurrence in this particular way. So that I should say e.g.: "It was impossible to see these trees & not to feel that they were responding to the words." (CV: 51; cf. DB: [46] [47] and inspiration from others, and his originality is in the soil his thinking offers for the seeds taken from other thinkers (CV: 16, 42; cf. Janik and Toulmin 1973: 22-24 Wittgenstein famously got an impulse for looking at philosophical problems from a new perspective, when Piero Sraffa had refuted the picture theory's appeal to ideal logical form soon after Wittgenstein returned to Cambridge (i.e. 1929 Cambridge (i.e. -1930 . Sraffa had shown an Italian gesture that means "Nonsense!" to Wittgenstein and then asked what the logical form of the gesture is. Wittgenstein felt like a pruned tree: the dead branches of the picture theory had been cut, and he could approach the problems of rulefollowing and the harmony of language and reality from a new perspective (Monk 1991, 260-261) .
At the same time, Wittgenstein also discussed writers on religion like James George Frazer (1854-1941), Kierkegaard and Hamann.
His discussions intertwine the themes of religion, anthropology and language in a nexus that is typical for his philosophy of language (Janik and Toulmin 1973; Munz 2000) . He refers to Hamann's theory of divine language, which corresponds to Hamann's views on the harmony of language and reality (Bayer 2002: 389-393 Wittgenstein's development in 1930-31 can then be approached with Lev Vygotsky's theory of double stimulation. Developing new concepts and models of solving problems has two requirements. The subject must be presented with a problem that cannot be solved with the means he can use. He must also be offered a way of solving it with a fresh strategy for synthetizing concepts, experience and solving problems (Vygotsky 1962: 56-59 ). Janik and Toulmin argue (1973: 224-230 ) that Wittgenstein's view of language-games is a product of a process that starts from the question of the possibility of linguistic representation, religious questions and the interplay between these two. I furthermore argue that it took an anthropological turn from Sraffa's critique, which showed the inadequacy of the picture theory, and that religious themes like Hamann's view of divine language offered inspiration for a new anthropological, practice-and communication-oriented startingpoints for approaching language (cf. Monk 1991: 260-261; Munz 2000) .
Here Munz's (2000: 131-133) interpretation is that the miraculous is constituted by the communication between the actor, the act and the reception (cf. Bayer 2012: 72-74) . The miraculous is the spirit of the act of performing the miracle, and the spirit constitutes the gesture. Understanding a miracle requires sharing its communicative spirit. Wittgenstein thus applied symbolic analysis to religious signs to reach the conclusion that a linguistic symbol and its meaning are intertwined. I argue that Wittgenstein's interpretation of the miracle resembles Hamann's theory of divine language. The extraordinary facts are not miraculous as such. The miracle instead consists in the spirit of the symbolic act, which arises out of the acts of the person who is using the extraordinary facts as a gesture to address the guests. The physical facts of a miracle are thus a symbol that mediate its spirit. That is, the physical facts make the divine spirit present by functioning as divine communication between God, the natural phenomena and the wedding guests. The miracle is thus interpreted as a Hamannian language of God:
1. Elements: extraordinary physical facts like turning water into wine. Instead, give a description of symbols, or rather of signs. What we describe is the signs. The sign plus the rules of grammar applying to it is all we need. We need nothing further to make the connection with reality. [...] The grammatical rules applying to it determine the meaning of the word. Its meaning is not something else, some object to which it corresponds or does not correspond. The word carries its meaning with it; it has a grammatical body behind it, so to speak. Its meaning cannot be something else which may not be known. It does not carry its grammatical rules with it. They describe its usage subsequently. These notes from 9.3.1931 point to an understanding of rulefollowing that resembles Hamann's view of language. Language is composed of the elements of signs and the institutions of grammatical rules of language-use. Together they intertwine the word with its meaning to form a symbol, and thus connect the meaning with reality. We can then conclude that Wittgenstein developed his views on the harmony of language and reality in a dialogue with Hamannian themes after Sraffa had refuted the picture theory. Wittgenstein also proposed a Hamannian answer to the problem in the spring of 1931.
Hamann and Wittgenstein: Overlapping Views
Wittgenstein can then be interpreted in light of his reception of Hamann's ideas in 1931, by using Hamann as a point of comparison. The significance of the comparisons depends on one's paradigm for interpreting Wittgenstein's late philosophy. The Baker & Hacker (1980 , 1985  One should also note that Wittgenstein's views on rule-following developed over the years, as he moved from a view of languagegames as calculi with fixed rules to a view that interprets rules in terms of the harmony of language and reality in use (Baker & Hacker 1980; Stern 1995) . However, the parallelism between Hamann and Wittgenstein concerns the harmony of language and reality, while the relationships of rules and use in the institutions of language may be left fluid. Baker and Hacker (1985: 81-91) argue that Wittgenstein's view on rule-following (PI: §197) is to be understood against the background of his discussions of the harmony of language and reality in 1930-32, and that PI § §431-432 originate from these discussions:
"There is a gulf between an order and its execution. It has to be filled by the act of understanding." "Only in the act of understanding is it meant that we are to do THIS. The order-why, that is nothing but sounds, ink-marks. I straightforwardly use Hamann's metaphor of language as a sacrament to interpret Wittgenstein's view of the harmony of language and reality, as the lecture notes on 9.3.1931 and the interpretation of the Cana story resemble Hamann's views. The elements of language are signs, like the words "Let's play a game of chess!" The institutions of language are the practices of use like playing and teaching chess. The practices connect the sign "Let's play a game of chess!" with its objects, like chess-pieces and the rules of chess. They give the words "Let's play a game of chess!" a use, thereby making them meaningful. The practices of playing chess thus connect the meaning with the words "Let's play a game of chess!", and the words with the game of chess, thereby connecting the meaning of the words "Let's play a game of chess!" with games of chess, chess-pieces and the rules of chess. The connection of signs, meanings and objects take place against the background of communicative forms of life, which are more fundamental underlying practices (PI: § §23, 197, 431-432; see Baker & Hacker 1980 , 1985 cf. Bayer 2002.) To sum up, language consists of 1. Elements: signs like "Let's play a game of chess!" 2. Institutions: rule-governed practices like playing and teaching chess.
3. Symbols, which form the harmony of language and reality: Meanings form a unity with their signs in a symbol and are connected with their objects through the institutions of regular use in linguistic practices and forms of life.
The sacramental metaphor can also illuminate commonalities in the grounds of Hamann's and Wittgenstein's philosophy of psychology and mathematics. According to the Lutheran tradition, a sacrament has its role and use in the exchange of words between God and man, so its normativity is communicative. Elements like bread and wine are constitutive of the sacrament, so they also help constitute to the spiritual relationship they mediate (cf. Kusch 2011) . The metaphor of language as a sacrament has many important consequences in the philosophy of language. Language constitutes action in communicative relationships and conveys reality through linguistic communication, because the conveyed realities have a role in the activities of language-use. Concepts and expressions are united in language through regular language-use. The normativity of linguistic institutions and their rules is communicative. Therefore, there can be no private language-use outside linguistic relationships. Language has its worth and norms through language-use, which intertwines language and reality and makes reality, mental states and rational concepts a part of the language-games. There can, therefore, be no ideal concepts and norms of representation that are prior to language-use and no ideal languages expressing such ideal relationships. Language is used in activities and human life in the world. Its institutions and actions are a free response based on a relationship of trust, which makes reality present in linguistic activities (LW: 37; Bayer 2002; cf. Hein 1983) . Hamann and Wittgenstein both build their discussions of the philosophy of psychology and the philosophy of mathematics on these overlapping views on the harmony of language and reality. Hamann uses divine sacramental language as a model for the mind/body-relationship and the authority of mathematical axioms:
The passage from the divine to the human seems to me to be exposed to similar abuses. Both extremes must absolutely be united, to explain the whole,   and   . Through this union a book becomes holy, like a man becomes a prince. A  without transubstantiation--not a body, or a shadow, but Spirit. (ZH 4: 254) Hamann proposes the view that the soul is embodied, and mathematical axioms and results have their authority through forms and institutions in relationships of action and use (Bayer 2002: 32-34) . Mathematical certainty is constituted by mathematical languageuse: "Mathematical certainty rests entirely on the nature of its language, and its way of writing (Schreiberey)" (ZH 5: 359) . Similarly, the body expresses the hidden human personality, as divine language reveals God (Dickson 1995: 144-145 
The covering form of the body, the countenance of the head, and the extremities of the arms are the visible habit in which we walk but are actually nothing but an index of the secret self within us; Each is a miniature counterpart of GOD. (N II: 198, quoted in Dickson 1995: 144) Wittgenstein's views on the foundations of mathematics and psychology are "two fruits on the same tree" (Baker & Hacker 1985: 8-22 ). Both build on Wittgenstein's views of rule-following and the harmony of language and reality, which make up the core of the Philosophical Investigations (Baker & Hacker 1985: x) . Wittgenstein argues that the referentialist Augustinian picture of language (PI: §2) is a misleading model for mathematical and psychological language. The key insight is that mathematical and psychological language is fundamentally communicative and operates with the elements of public expressions and the institutions of public language-games, practices and their rules. They thereby disclose and constitute private states and mathematical results by articulating private states and the rules of mathematics in public discussion (cf. Taylor 1985; Bayer 2002: 296-306 ). Wittgenstein's strategy is to expose various forms of conceptual confusion by emphasizing language-use. Concepts are changed by taking them out of their linguistic contexts, the boundaries of language-games are transgressed and pictures based on different language-games cross to produce metaphysical nonsense (cf. Gray 2012; Dickson 1995: 311-318) . Hein (1983: 42-49 ; see also Labron 2009: 53-57 ) also notes that Hamann and Wittgenstein use an epistemology based on faith and trust to reject the Enlightenment's attempt to find an Archimedean point outside the world. Hamann argues that the modern subject/object split leads to an irresolvable problem of skepticism. Reason does not give us an Archimedean point, because language constitutes reason and language is based on experience, tradition and use. Language is dependent on faith, which involves the recognition of present reality. Wittgenstein argues that social and physical language-games are the foundations for giving reasons, so Cartesian doubt is in the end nonsensical. Like Hamann, he argues that language-games are possible only if we trust the realities that are present through them.
Hamann develops a view that knowledge is based on "faith alone" in Sokratische Denkwürdigkeiten (Betz 2009: 82-84): Our own existence and the existence of all things outside us must be believed and can be made out in no other way. (N II: 73, quoted in Betz 2009: 82-83) Hamann argues that faith is the foundation for our knowledge and thus prior to reason. He goes on to discuss the story of Moses to show that reason is not even sufficient to produce belief: Moses had to trust God in order to believe that he would die, even though he had very strong empirical reasons to believe it (N II: 73). Dickson takes the importance of trust and personal relationships to mean that Hamann takes faith as a kind of "personal knowledge" (see Polanyi 1958) . Faith is a personal relationship to the truth and the object of faith, which involves epistemological trust in the object and recognition of its presence (Dickson 1995: 70-71; Hein 1983: 47-49) . Hamann links faith with the senses and uses the term "Empfindung" ("experiential", N II: 73) to refer to it. Dickson interprets the term "Empfindung" to refer to a perception that establishes a relationship with the object and forms a holistic picture of it (1995: 47-49) . Faith then interprets our experience and renders it credible as if it were seeing-as or Gestalt-formation. Hamann holds faith to be sensual, because he takes sensuous reality to be divine language. The interpretation of the world through belief-systems is thus a recognition of the address that we encounter through the senses (N II: 198-199; Bayer 2002: 78-80 Hein (1983: 48-49 ) comments these sections by comparing Wittgenstein to Hamann. Wittgenstein replaces the search for absolute foundations with an examination of our linguistic forms of life. Like Hamann, he holds that language is possible only, if we take reality to be trustworthy in our language-games. In OC §505, Wittgenstein even states that knowledge is in the end by grace alone. Wittgenstein wrote OC §505 on 11.4.1951, and on the 14.3. he wrote to Rhees that he had been reading Hamann.
Wittgenstein also takes up the belief-laden and relational nature of perception when discussing Gestalt-perception:
It is almost as if 'seeing the sign in this context' were an echo of a thought.
"The echo of a thought in sight"-one would like to say. (PI II: 213) Wittgenstein here discusses the intertwining of senses and reason in Gestalt-perception (see Hein 1983, 22; Glock 1996, 36-40) . Seeing a picture from a different angle is not a new private mental object. We form a different relationship with the object by reacting differently. A new way of seeing or a new thought flashes through the old picture, because we form a new practice of looking at it. Wittgenstein took different ways of seeing things as a response to reality. Human beings naturally respond to certain general states of affairs with certain kinds of communicative action, and then build world-views for interpreting experience on these responses (Moore 2007 ). Wittgenstein argues that our world-views and Gestalts are practical responses to the world:
We form the picture of the earth as a ball floating free in space and not altering essentially in a hundred years. I said "We form the picture etc." and this picture now helps us in the judgment of various situations. [...] The picture of the earth as a ball is a good picture, it proves itself everywhere, it is also a simple picture-in short, we work with it without doubting it. (OC: § §146-147) I present the conclusion that interpreting Wittgenstein's late philosophy by using Hamann as a point of comparison reveals an important overlap in their views. Both develop a view emphasizing language-use, which analyzes language-use into signs, their rulegoverned and practical use, and meanings that are made part of language and that are present in its symbols through use. The harmony of language and reality depends on the intertwining of words and concepts in use, which Hamann describes with the metaphor of sacramental divine language. Since meanings are constituted and intertwined with signs through use, there can be no private non-communicative languages or ideal languages that convey representative relationships that are conceptually prior to the use of signs. Language is a free and autonomous response to reality through interpretative practices, and it is based on trust and recognition of the objects that are its constitutive realities.
Conclusion
We have found out that Wittgenstein refers to Hamann's authorship in his diary remarks and letters from 1930-31 and 1950-51 . He also was acquainted with the style and key themes of Hamann's work. The themes of divine language and knowledge through faith then inspired Wittgenstein, when he was rethinking the harmony of language and reality in 1930-31, and the problem of knowledge in 1950-51. The comparison of Hamann's and Wittgenstein's view also highlights an important overlap in their views, as both argue that meanings are connected with signs through use, so neither noncommunicative private languages nor ideal languages transporting prelinguistic concepts are possible.
